Urban poverty in most of the developing world is considered a spillover of rural poverty. With increasing pace of development in these countries, urban settlements are assimilating migrants searching for better livelihood opportunities and who could be vulnerable and poor in the urban settlements. This article empirically assesses the levels of urban poverty in India at the disaggregated level and examines how recent growth episode has impacted poverty reduction. This article finds that growth in general has been reducing poverty, but its effect in reducing poverty over different geographical domain has not been uniform. We find that rising inequality is playing a significant role in differential reduction of urban poverty in India and in its states.
Introduction
Inverse relationship between economic growth and poverty reduction is well established in the literature (Dollar & Kraay, 2002; Ravallion & Chen, 1997; World Bank, 2000) . 1 It has been argued that about 87 per cent of reduction in poverty is due to economic growth (Srinivasan, 2011) . With very high levels of historically observed poverty levels, a higher level of growth has been considered, therefore, as the necessary condition for reducing poverty incidence in India. The Indian growth experience since the 1950s till about the 1970s has been lacklustre, average growth being around 3.5 per cent annually (Srinivasan, 2011) . It is only since the 1980s that the acceleration in growth started. And it moved on to the altogether higher growth trajectory since the 1990s (Srinivasan, 2011) . The momentum in the economic growth achieved during the 1990s further increased during the 2000s with the average real growth rate being over 8 per cent during 2004 -2005 -2012 (Thorat & Dubey, 2012 .
Poverty level in India, as indicated by the simplest measure, the headcount ratio (HCR), has been 54. 93 per cent in 1973 93 per cent in -1974 93 per cent in (GOI, 1993 . 2 It declined to 27.5 per cent in 2004 -2005 (GOI, 2007 implying that about 300 million Indians still live in acute deprivations. The point-to-point reduction in poverty suggests that during the 20 year period of low to moderate growth during the 1970s and the 1980s, poverty incidence declined by about 19 percentage points to 36.0 per cent in 1993-1994 from 1973-1974 . During the 1990s and the early 2000s which has been a period of high to very high growth, over a period of 11 years, poverty incidence came down by about 9.5 percentage points in 2004-2005 from 36.0 per cent in 1993-1994 . Thus, even though the rate of growth accelerated substantially during the 1990s and the 2000s, the rate of poverty reduction has been relatively slow given the higher level of growth rate achieved since the 1990s. Another feature of decline in poverty incidence has been relatively lower rate of poverty reduction in urban areas compared to the rural areas (Thorat & Dubey, 2012 ). This appears to be counter-intuitive as the thrust of growth during this period has come from the non-primary activities. 3 Therefore, relatively slower pace of urban poverty decline needs to be examined carefully.
In India, the study on poverty seems to have had rural bias as most of the studies analyse the factors responsible for rural poverty (e.g., Ahluwalia, 1978; Datt & Ravallion, 1992; Kakwani & Subbarao, 1990, etc.) , with urban poverty being considered as a spillover of rural poverty. The studies on urban poverty are confined to the slums in urban area where it is assumed that most of the poor are concentrated (e.g., Davis, 2006; Schenk, 2001) . Some recent studies, for example, Dubey et al. (2001) and Kundu and Sarangi (2007) , examine urban poverty affected by the size of the urban settlement and migration.
In this article, we examine the level and changes in the urban poverty incidence since the 1980s and identify the factors that could explain the relatively slower reduction in urban poverty incidence at the aggregate level of all India as well as in 18 major states. The rest of this article is organized in the following fashion. The next section discusses the methodology of poverty measurement and its decomposition into growth and distribution components. This is followed by a description of economic growth in the third section. The levels and changes in poverty and inequality have been discussed in the fourth section. In the fifth section, the decomposition of changes in poverty incidence has been discussed. The sixth section summarizes the findings, and concludes.
Empirical Methodology and Data Description

Aggregate Poverty Measure
To summarize aggregate poverty, the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) index of poverty measure has been used which is written as follows:
where z is the pre-determined official poverty line, N is the population size, y i is the indicator of the standard of living, I (y i < z) is a binary indicator function which takes value 0 if y i is greater than z and 1 if y i is less than z. The parameter α is the measure of poverty aversion where larger α gives more weight to the poorer population. P 0 gives the headcount ratio which has been used in this article.
Decomposition of Poverty Measure into Growth and Distribution Component
In order to quantify the contribution of growth and the role of change in income distribution in total poverty reduction measured by the head count ratio (HCR), decomposition has been done. For decomposition, the actual and hypothetical HCR is calculated by using parameterized Lorenz curve technique in which the Lorenz curve is estimated from the consumption expenditure distribution. We have used the general quadratic method 4 of estimation of the parameters of Lorenz curve as it fits more accurately over the whole distribution (Ravallion & Huppi, 1990) and it is also relatively computationally easier. The functional form of the quadratic Lorenz curve is
where L and P are the cumulative proportions of consumption expenditure and population, respectively, while a, b and c are the parameters of the Lorenz curve. The estimated parameters (a, b and c) are used to calculate the actual and hypothetical indices of poverty measurement. Poverty incidence is primarily a function of the indicator of standard of living which here is per capita mean consumption expenditure, distribution of consumption expenditure around the mean measured by Lorenz curve parameters and the exogenously determined poverty line. In functional form, it is written as follows:
where µ is the mean per capita expenditure, L(p) is the Lorenz equation and z is the exogenously determined poverty line. By using estimated parameters, the headcount index (H) of measurement of poverty incidence is calculated from the formulae as derived by Datt and Ravallion (1992) :
where m = b 2 -4a; n = 2be -4c; r = (n 2 -4me 2 ) ½ and e = -(a + b + c + 1).
For two time periods (j and k), change in the poverty incidence will be
where π is the parameters of the Lorenz curve. ∆P jk is the change in the actual poverty incidence between two points of time, that is, j and k. Both terms on the right-hand side in the above equation are the actual poverty ratios for j and k period as both the Lorenz parameter and the Monthly Per Capita Expenditure (MPCE) used are for the same period. Hypothetical poverty ratio for these periods can be calculated in two ways: First, by keeping the Lorenz curve constant at the jth period and mean per capita expenditure at the terminal year period, that is, the kth period. Second, by keeping the MPCE unchanged at the jth period level and the Lorenz curve at the terminal year level, that is, the kth period. Functional forms for these two cases are
where MPCE 'µ' is used for the kth period and the Lorenz parameter 'π' is used as the one for the jth period, and
where the Lorenz parameter 'π' is for the kth period and MPCE 'µ' is for the jth period. The growth effect and the inequality effect are calculated as the difference between the poverty incidences of the base (jth) period with Equations (5) and (6), respectively. So, the growth effect (G jk ) = P kj -P jj and the inequality effect (I jk ) = P jk -P jj .
This decomposition will have some unexplained part termed as the residual term by Datt and Ravallion (1992) . Kakwani (2000) has proved axiomatically that there will be no residual term and that the decomposition of poverty between two points of time will be exact without any residual term. For this average mean effect (Ĝ jk ) and average redistribution effect (Î jk ) have been calculated by taking the first base year as a reference period and then the terminal year as the reference period. In equation form, it is
where Ĝ and Î are the growth and inequality effects and are calculated as follows:
Data Descriptions
The large sample unit record data that Consumption Expenditure Survey (CES) collected in the quinquennial round of National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO) under Ministry of Statistics and Program Implementation (MoSPI), Government of India, has been used in the study. For measuring the poverty rate, the consumption expenditure has been used as an indicator of the standard of living, as it avoids fluctuation irrespective of the income. NSSO under the MoSPI collects and publishes data on Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES) in its large sample survey (quinquennial) rounds since 1972-1973. For the comparative study of a long period of around 28 years which covers both pre-and post-reform periods, unit level CES data on four NSS rounds (38th, 50th, 61st, 66th and 68th) have been used. As analysis focuses on the major states of India which have been changed in the year 2000 and the three new states, namely Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Uttarakhand, which were created. For 61st, 66th and 68th rounds, data from Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Uttarakhand have been merged into their parent states of Madhya Pradesh, Bihar and Uttar Pradesh, respectively. Similarly, the level of urbanization has also been calculated by taking the total urban population of newly formed states with their parent states for recent census. 
Economic Growth since the 1980s
Traditionally, the per capita income growth (PCI) has been the most widely used welfare indicator for measuring the progress of any region over time. In the initial stage of development, among the different sectors of GDP, the secondary sector, particularly manufacturing, has a wider impact on the standard of living given its higher employment elasticity (Lewis, 1954; Todaro, 1969) . The average growth rates of PCI, manufacturing 5 and non-primary sectors for India and 18 major states are reported in Tables 1 and 2 . The growth rate has been calculated for the period between 1983-84 and 2011-12 and different subperiods that correspond with the period of poverty analysis. The impact of economic reform is evident in the higher PCI growth since 1993-94. In fact, the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12 (Column 5) recorded the highest growth in PCI since independence. It is also apparent that growth in PCI has improved over time in all the states and interstate disparity has narrowed down. The coefficient of variations (CoV) of PCI's growth rate has declined from 50 per cent in the period between 1983 and 1993-94 (Column 3) to 22 per cent in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12 (Column 5). As GDP data are not provided separately for rural and urban areas, the non-primary sector could be taken as proxy as it is mostly concentrated in the urban space.
The growth rates of manufacturing and non-primary sectors have improved in the reform period ( Table 2 ). The manufacturing sector growth has increased in the reform period, at the aggregate all-India level from about 5.05 per cent in the period between 1983-84 and 1993-94 to 6.43 and 8.44 per cent, respectively in the next two sub-periods (Columns 3 and 4). However, at the disaggregated level, the annual growth has not been consistent. The CoV has increased from 0.47 (Column 2) to 0.52 (Column 3). Assam has been an outlier as it is the only state that witnessed decline in the growth rate of manufacturing by more than 3 percentage points in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12 when the all-India growth was the highest. Growth of the non-primary sector has been higher than the manufacturing sector in all periods of analysis. It has been more consistent with the improvement in the growth rate in both the sub-periods (Columns 6 and 7) as compared to the earlier period. The CoV of growth in the non-primary sector has declined from 0.29 (Column 5) in the period between 1983-84 and 1993-94 to 0.12 (Column 7) in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12. This suggests that the growth in the non-primary sector has been experienced by all the major states and has less inter-state disparities.
Although decline in the CoV in the non-primary sector is a matter of satisfaction, it is of immense significance to know its impact on the standard of living and poverty incidence of this higher non-primary growth since it also includes the tertiary sector which has lower employment elasticity.
The annual growth in the manufacturing and non-primary sector reflects the urban biased nature of the economic reform which is relatively higher than the agriculture sector of GDP. 6 However, declining inter-state disparities in the growth of the non-primary (secondary and services sector excluding manufacturing) activities along with urbanization has been an optimistic sign of development for the people living in urban settlements.
The level of urbanization measured by the share of urban population has increased over time and in all the major states (Figure 1 ). At the aggregate India level, the share of urban population has increased from around 18 per cent in 1971 to 31.2 per cent in 2011 (GOI, 2011). However, there has been considerable gap in the level of urbanization, particularly in the states that are lagging behind in terms of PCI. The states which have higher level of urbanization relative to all-India average in 2011 include Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, Punjab and Tamil Nadu. Even though there is gap between the states, inter-state disparities in urbanization have decline over time. The CoV of share of urban population has declined from 0.72 in 1981 to 0.58 in 2011, which suggests that the pace of urbanization has also increased in the economically lagging states.
The non-primary sector's growth and the pace of urbanization suggest welfare gain to the larger population and thus the higher reduction in the poverty incidence. However, it also depends on those who share the benefits of higher growth (Ravallion & Datt, 1996) . Before examining in depth, the impact of increased economic growth, poverty, change in distribution of income on the poverty-reducing effect of growth, broad trend in urban poverty rate and the distribution of income inequality has been examined in the next section.
Dynamics of Urban Poverty and Inequality
Urban poverty incidence measured by HCR has shown a secular decline at all-India level since 1983 with intermittent variations in the rate of decline (Table 3 ). The rate of decline has been slower in the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05 and it has declined at the fastest rate in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12. The decline has been around 7 per cent per annum in the later period against around 2 per cent per annum in the former period.
At the disaggregate level in the major states urban poverty has declined in all the periods except for few states. In the period between 1983 and 1993-94, it has declined in all the states; however, in the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05, the urban poverty rate has increased in Orissa and Rajasthan. Similarly, in the later period between 2004-05 and 2011-12, although the pace of poverty reduction has increased at the aggregate level, HCR has gone up in three states including Assam, Jammu and Kashmir and Uttar Pradesh.
In the pre-reform period, HCR has declined at relatively faster rate in Bihar, Kerala and Uttar Pradesh. However, in the first phase of reform period, decline in the poverty rate has slowed down in all the states except in Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu. In the later reform period Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Orissa and Rajasthan experienced relatively faster decline in the HCR. Even though the poverty rate has declined for almost all the states, the inter-state variation in the level of poverty incidence has increased over the period since 1983. The CoV was least in 1983 which increased after that and was around 0.9 in 2011-12. This is clearly visible as on the one hand states such as Maharashtra, Haryana and Himachal Pradesh, etc. have the lowest urban HCR of less than 3 per cent and on the other hand Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa and Uttar Pradesh still have significant share of urban population (average 30 per cent) living below the poverty line. Along with the change in the HCR over the period, the distribution of income measured by the Gini coefficient (Table 4) has also been showing considerable variations at the sub-national level.
At the aggregate level, Gini has been almost stable in the 10-year period between 1983 and 1993-94. However, with the improvement in the economic growth rate in the reform period, inequality has gone up, which has increased from 0.35 in 1993-94 to 0.40 in 2011-12. In the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05, the Gini coefficient has increased significantly by about 9 per cent. However, further, in the 7-year period between 2004-05 and 2011-12, inequality has increased by around 6 per cent albeit at a relatively slower rate in comparison to the earlier period.
Inter-state disparities in the level of inequality in urban India have been the highest in 1993-94 and the lowest in 2004-05 as the value of the CoV which has been around 0.14 and 0.11 in these time periods, respectively. It suggests that urban inequality has increased in almost all the states with the improvement in the growth rate since 1993 -94. Between 1983 and 1993 , the Gini coefficient for the distribution of income declined for almost all of the major states except for Haryana and Maharashtra, and inter-state variation reduced at the lower level of inequality. On the other hand between 2004-05 and 2011-12, aggregate inequality had gone up, but it had also declined in 7 out of 18 major states. Jammu and Kashmir and Karnataka recorded the highest increase in urban inequality by around 26 and 27 per cent, respectively, in this period. In 2011-12, states such as Karnataka, Kerala and Uttar Pradesh were more unequal as compared to Gujarat, Bihar and Tamil Nadu which had relatively lower level of urban inequality. Since urban inequality in the distribution of income has increased simultaneously with the higher economic growth, the impact on poverty reduction may be affected by both the factors. Increased inequality shows the unequal sharing of the resources from higher economic growth (Ravallion & Datt, 1996) . The decomposition results in the following section shows the contribution of growth and distribution of income on the poverty rate.
The positive relationship between economic growth and poverty reduction as measured by HCR has been supported by empirical finding in urban India. However, as commensurate to the economic growth, poverty incidence has not declined in all the period and at the disaggregated level in all the states. The growth elasticity of poverty has been higher in the period of slower per capita growth before 1993-94 in comparison to the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05. The inequality measured by the Gini coefficient has increased in urban area in high growth period and more significantly in the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05. The lesser decline in the poverty rate in this period could be attributed to the increase in the level of inequality which had declined before 1993-94. But for the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12, a higher level of poverty reduction has been achieved, and even with higher growth rate, the rise in inequality has been lesser.
Effect of Inequality on the Contribution of Growth in Poverty Reduction
Growth in the mean per capita expenditure effectiveness also depends on the distribution of income around the mean. However, inequality measured by Gini may not always be helpful to ascertain the effect of income distribution on the poverty incidence (Datt & Ravallion, 1992) . It is tried to be captured through decomposition of poverty incidence that has been reported in Table 5 . In order to analyse the heterogeneity at the state level, analysis has been done separately for aggregate and major states at the sub-national level (Tables 6, 7 and 8) which are discussed separately for different periods.
scene at the Aggregate Level
The poverty decomposition results at the aggregate reflect a positive relationship between growth and poverty reduction in the urban area. The growth effect remained the dominant factor in poverty reduction in the urban area over the whole period of analysis and has increased with the increase in the growth rate as discussed earlier. But the net effect of growth on poverty reduction has been influenced by the adverse distribution of income. Adverse distribution effect has mitigated the poverty reducing effect of growth in the urban area in the period between 1983 and 1993-94 as well as in the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05. However, in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12, the redistribution effect has contributed in poverty reduction along with the growth effect even though the former has been dominant in total poverty reduction. The significance of the role of income distribution in poverty reduction in the urban area has been compared to the decomposition results of the rural area. In pre-reform period, the growth effect has been lower in the rural area; however, decline in the HCR has been almost similar to urban due to favourable redistribution effect. Further, in the period between 1993-94 and 2004-05, the growth effect has been similar in both rural and urban areas, but poverty incidence has declined at lesser rate in urban area due to relatively higher adverse redistribution effect. In the later reform period between 2004-05 and 2011-12 the growth effect has been higher in the rural area but redistribution effect was adverse, whereas in the urban area it has been supportive in poverty reduction. Poverty has declined at a faster rate in the rural mainly because of relatively higher growth effect as compared to the urban area.
Extending Analysis to the sub-national Level
Since there are variations in economic growth and the level of inequality at the state level, the povertyreducing impact of growth also exhibits differential effect vis-à-vis national average outcome among the states. The decomposition result has been analysed separately for three sub-periods which have been reported in Tables 6, 7 and 8. Between 1983 and 1993-94 In the 10-year period between 1983 and 1993-94, the decline in the poverty incidence at all-India level was about 8 percentages points. In this decline, the high growth effect of 9.59 percentage points has been neutralized by increase in the inequality, which is by about 1.43 percentage points. Further at the subnational level, out of the 18 major states of study, HCR has declined in all the states except for Andhra Pradesh where urban poverty has gone up by 1.53 percentage points. Interestingly, in the 10 states, decline in poverty incidence was greater than all-India average, with Kerala being at the top, experiencing around 20 percentage points reduction in HCR. The growth effect was poverty reducing in all the states and remained dominant over the redistribution effect; however, the role of inequality in determining the actual poverty level has been more adverse in most of the states. Interestingly, as oppose to the all-India level, in six states (i.e., Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Punjab, Rajasthan and Tamil Nadu) favourable income distribution has contributed to poverty reduction in the urban area. In few states such as in Andhra Pradesh, the adverse distribution of income is primarily responsible for the increase in poverty incidence, even though growth was poverty reducing. -6.67 -10.83 4.16 -0.61 -0.98 0.38 In the states such as Orissa and Uttar Pradesh, the negative contribution of the inequality effect is very less and so the net poverty reduction due to the growth effect has been higher. In Assam, Delhi and Jammu and Kashmir, the higher positive growth effect is coupled with higher negative inequality effect and so adverse distributions have neutralized the positive effect of growth by more than 5 percentage points. Similarly, higher negative redistribution effect has eaten up more than 50 per cent of contribution of growth in poverty reduction in states of Himachal Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh.
To comprehend, in 1980s the role of growth effect remained dominant in poverty reduction while rise in inequality has been adversely effected poverty reduction by diluting the poverty reducing effect of growth. At the sub-national level also growth remained the determining factor in poverty reduction with adverse effects of inequality. However, there are few states that have experienced higher reduction in poverty as favourable distribution of income has supported in poverty reduction. 1993-94 and 2004-05 In the period between 1993-93 and 2004-05 , the relatively slower decline in the poverty incidence in the urban area has been the result of higher negative redistribution effect. At the aggregate level, around 40 per cent of high growth effect has been neutralized by adverse distribution of income. -12.9 -12.4 -0.5 -1.8 -1.8 -0.1 At the sub-national level, similar to the all-India level, decomposition results (Table 7) show the increase in the adverse role of the redistribution effect in all the states except for Delhi, Himachal Pradesh and Jammu and Kashmir where they have been poverty reducing. However, the adverse growth effect has neutralized the effect of favourable distribution of income, the outcome of which is a rise of around 3 percentage points in HCR in Jammu and Kashmir. As noted earlier, the per capita income growth in all the three states has been positive with growth in Delhi and Himachal Pradesh higher (more than 5 per cent) than the national average and around 2 per cent per annum in Jammu and Kashmir. At the same time, inequality measured by the Gini coefficient has increased by less than 1 per cent in Delhi and Jammu and Kashmir, which is lesser than the all-India increase in the level of inequality.
Between
Like Jammu and Kashmir, urban poverty incidence in Orissa and Rajasthan has also gone up, although the contribution of growth effect has been positive in poverty reduction and the inequality effect is adverse. Here, the adverse contribution of inequality has not only nullified the effect of growth but also lead to an increase in HCR. In both these states, had inequality level remained at the initial level, poverty would have declined by around 4 and 9 percentage points, respectively. In fact, Rajasthan would have seen higher decline in the poverty rate than the national average. Surprisingly, although the Gini coefficient (Table 4 ) has gone up in Orissa, it has declined in Rajasthan. However, this decline in overall inequality in Rajasthan has not contributed in reduction in absolute poverty incidence measured by HCR.
In this period of analysis none of the states has experienced poverty reduction with contribution of both growth and inequality effects. The growth effect has been positive in all the states; however, higher positive growth effect was also accompanied by higher negative contribution of the inequality effect. Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu are the only states with adverse redistribution effect lesser than the all-India average.
Between 2004-05 and 2011-12
For the later reform period, the decomposition results for the all-India level shows higher reduction in HCR that has been contributed by both growth and inequality effects. However, the growth effect has been dominant, and more than 96 per cent change in HCR can be attributed to the higher economic growth.
Similar to the aggregate level, at the sub-national level in eight states of the major states both growth and redistribution effects have contributed in poverty reduction. These states include Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab, Rajasthan and Tamil Nadu. However, among these states, the magnitude of growth and inequality effect has been varied; the state with the highest positive growth effect has been Karnataka and the one with the highest favourable inequality effect has been Rajasthan.
The growth effect has been increasing poverty in Assam and West Bengal. In fact, in Assam both growth and inequality have been responsible for the increase in poverty incidence. The highest adverse growth effect in West Bengal has been nullified by the positive inequality effect and poverty has declined by around 2 percentage points. Apart from Assam, HCR has gone up in Uttar Pradesh, although the rise has been very less due to adverse inequality effect. However, it is also true for the positive growth effect which has been relatively less as compared to many states where poverty incidence has declined.
Conclusion
The objective of this article is to empirically assess how far higher growth episode has been good for the poor in urban India and the role of distribution of income in poverty reduction. Inequality measured by the Gini coefficient may not be the true indicator for measuring the effect of adverse income distribution on the poverty rate. It seems although India has become relatively more prosperous in the reform period, still there are many geographical regions which are considerably lagging behind. Sub-national level development in different states' economic indicators-per capita income, average growth of manufacturing and non-primary sector, level of poverty incidence measured by HCR and level of inequality, measured by the Gini coefficient-supports this argument.
Broad findings could be summarized in the following points: First, the per capita income growth improved over the period with a clear sign of convergence among the states that too at a higher level of income. Second, growth in the manufacturing and non-primary sector has shown constant improvement in comparison to the preceding period. The inter-state variations have declined in both manufacturing and non-primary sectors, but manufacturing has higher inter-state variation in the growth. Third, the level of poverty incidence has declined for all the states with the highest per annum decline seen in the period between 2004-2004 and 2011-2012 . Inequality measured by the Gini coefficient remained stable in the pre-reform period, which has increased in the post-reform period significantly; however, in the period of high to higher growth, urban inequality has increased at a slower rate as compared to an earlier reform period.
The effect of growth and change in the distribution of income on the poverty incidence has also been examined through decomposition analysis. The growth effect has been found to be poverty reducing in all the period with variations at the state level when calculated as a separate component of growth effect. However, in few states, which include Assam, Bihar and West Bengal in the period between 2004-05 and 2011-12, growth has not been poverty reducing even though the per capita income has shown improvement which may be a result of highly unequal distribution of income. Adverse inequality effect has diluted the effectiveness of growth in all the period with variations at the state level. At the sub-national level, in many states inequality has also contributed in the poverty reduction since 2004-05. One significant finding is that the inequality effect has contributed in poverty reduction even in states which have shown increase in inequality when measured through popular summary statistics, the Gini coefficient, in the specific period. 
